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Abstract: 
CLIL’s main objective is giving learners a holistic educational experience where the foreign 
language is used not only to teach the language itself, but as a tool to explore, learn, experiment, 
and comprehend new concepts related to different context or areas of study (Coyle et al 2010:1). 
This Dissertation carries out a contrastive analysis between the materials of two subjects, Music 
in 1st ESO and Technology in 2nd ESO, implemented in a hard CLIL programme during the 
academic year 2017-2018. The aim of this piece of work is to analyse how the second language 
has been integrated within the content of the subjects, as both subjects have been designed in 
different ways: the Technology materials were created by the teacher, while the Music materials 
are based upon a course book. Hard CLIL programmes tend to be content led (Ball et al, 2015), 
so my concern is to find out whether these materials have not neglected the language learning 
process while teaching the specific area of study. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  
The main objective of Content and Language Integrated Learning is giving learners a 
holistic educational experience where the foreign language is used not only to teach the language 
itself, but as a tool to explore, learn, experiment and comprehend new concepts related to different 
context or areas of study (Coyle et al 2010: 1). Nowadays, CLIL is viewed as a mean towards 
competence-based education (Meyer et al, 2014) and as provider of a coherent framework for the 
multilingual skills demanded by post-modern society (Ball, 2016: 16).  
The objective of the present Dissertation is to carry out a contrastive analysis of two types 
of instructional materials used in the hard-CLIL programme in a public Secondary school in 
Zaragoza. They offer Music and Technology along the secondary education stage. The Music 
materials are based on a course book while the Technology materials were designed by the 
teacher. I will be analysing the first Unit from both materials. In a hard CLIL programme, lessons 
are mainly content led (Ball et al, 2015), but if content becomes the fundamental component of 
the lessons, there is a risk of neglecting the language learning process, which can lead to, firstly, 
students not acquiring the subject concepts properly and, secondly, a failure at second language 
learning, a key aspect in bilingual education. This is why the aim of my analysis is to see how 
foreign language learning is integrated within the content. To do so, I have designed five questions 
in order to guide my analysis, which can be found in the Methodology section and are based on 
the theoretical framework that will be identified and explained below. The focus of the questions 
is to see whether the foreign language learning has been integrated in harmony with the content.  
With the analysis results, I expect to evidence two issues. Firstly, and as the main objective 
of my study, that language teaching may go to the background of the learning process, as hard 
CLIL programmes are content led. This should not be this way because ‘the existence of content 
is predicated on language, and the existence of language is predicated on content’ Ball (2016: 17), 
so both dimensions should be given the same importance in the learning process. Secondly, and 
as a subsidiary objective, evidence the need for content teachers to coordinate with language 
teachers in order to provide a balanced lesson planning that would not lean towards teaching 
neither only content, neither only language. This objective was set due to the difference of the 
teaching materials, since one set of materials was designed by the subject teacher, the Technology 
materials, and the other set consisted of a course book. Therefore, we expect more balance in both 
dimensions from the first than the second, as the teacher that designed the materials may have 
coordinated with the English department in order to reinforce language learning at the same time 





This Dissertation is divided in four main section: Theoretical framework, Methodology, 
Analysis and Suggestions for improvement and Conclusions. In the first, I will be stating the 
importance of competence based learning in the Aragonese curriculum to further relate it with the 
Communicative Language Teaching and Task-Based Language Teaching approaches, finally, I 
will argue that the orientations of these approaches are part of CLIL foundations. The similarities 
between these elements in my Theoretical framework will help me identify the relevant criteria 
for my analysis, which are described in a numbered list the Methodology. In the Analysis section, 
I will provide a description of my findings on1 how the language learning is integrated in the 
content of these two subjects. Firstly, I will be using Ball’s et al (2015) five-stage sequencing 
proposal to detect how relevant the linguistic dimension in the materials is. Then, leading to the 
next section, suggestions for improvement, if there were to be any gaps in this dimension, I will 
be combining key elements of CLIL theory and TBLT to modify the materials in order to integrate 
second language learning principles.  
In the following section, the theoretical framework that supports my analysis will be 
identified and critically discussed. 
 
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Many aspects can be analysed in didactic materials for the CLIL classroom. The following 
theoretical framework will focus on how the language is focused on in CLIL programmes. Firstly, 
I will introduce the Aragonese competence-based curriculum as it sets the legal framework for 
the standard teaching system in Spain. The same guidelines the curriculum gives to develop the 
linguistic competence in the foreign language can be applied to developing second language 
learning in the bilingual system. After exploring curricular specifications, I will draw on relevant 
Second Language Teaching principles and concepts, focusing on Communicative Language 
Teaching (Brown, 2007; Richards, 2006) and Task-Based Language Teaching (Ellis, 2003; 
Nunan, 2006) in order to specify how or with which tools the curriculum can be unpacked to 
promote efficient bilingual education. I will briefly describe the connection between the first 
CLIL model, the 4Cs model, with Ball’s (2015) 3-dimensional theory, as the second emerged as 
a critique to the first. Last, but not least, I will introduce Cummins’ (2008) seminal contribution 






2.1 The Aragonese competence-based curriculum and Communicative Language 
Teaching 
Due to the appearance of the European Commission Recommendation 2006/962/EC on key 
competences for lifelong learning the education system had to shift from mere content knowledge 
to competence performance. ‘Doing things’ rather than just ‘knowing things’ meant that the 
Spanish educational system had to adapt to these new approach also in the foreign language 
teaching. Currently, the Spanish law on Education Ley Orgánica 8/2013, de 9 de diciembre, para 
la mejora de la calidad educativa at the beginning of Section V states the importance of educating 
for a globalized world where knowledge is not the only key element to prepare learners for the 
social and professional environments; competences must be developed in harmony with 
knowledge learning. As this law explains:  
 
‘Una sociedad más abierta, global y participativa demanda nuevos perfiles de 
ciudadanos y trabajadores, más sofisticados y diversificados, de igual manera 
que exige maneras alternativas de organización y gestión en las que se primen 
la colaboración y el trabajo en equipo, así como propuestas capaces de asumir 
que la verdadera fortaleza está en la mezcla de competencias y conocimientos 
diversos’.  
 
The idea of merging competences and knowledge can be related to Ball’s (2016: 24) idea 
which states that providing ‘a situation –preferably authentic– […] will allow a person to 
demonstrate (through an action or a series of actions) a given competence’ because both 
knowledge and competence are only observable through performance, and this is key in modern 
society.  
The lifelong learning competences the European Commission recommends are a 
combination of knowledge, skills and attitudes. There is a total of eight competences, which are 
Communication in the mother tongue; Communication in foreign languages; Mathematical 
competence and basic competences in science and technology; Digital competence; Learning to 
learn; Social and civic competences; Sense of initiative and entrepreneurship; and Cultural 
awareness and expression. The Aragonese curriculum integrates these competences in 
ECD/489/2016, de 26 de mayo, the only difference is that it combines the first two competences 
into a single one called ‘linguistic competence’.  
All this leads us to establish the first key element for the analysis: linguistic competence. 
Its development in a CLIL classroom is essential because, after all, CLIL has emerged as a 
response to our multilingual reality. CLIL allows us to develop linguistic competence as it fosters 
production in L2 and, at the same time, it can create an environment that enriches the 





(Coyle et al, 2010: 11). Students can build their knowledge from two linguistic systems which 
can allow them to have various perspectives of the area of study.  
To develop this competence the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach 
seems to provide the guidelines for successful L2 learning since, according to the Aragonese 
curriculum (ECD/489/2016), the final goal for the teaching of English as a foreign language is to 
communicate in different contexts and for different purposes. . The CLT approach was born in 
the 1980s and it was described as an approach rather than a method. An approach is a theoretical 
model for an instructional design which gives direction on objectives, teachers’ and students’ 
roles and activities, but these can be applied in many ways depending of the learning context; 
whereas a method is an instructional design where these elements are prescribed and have a 
specific set of guidelines (Brown, 2007; Kumaravadivelu, 2006). CLT is identified by the 
following characteristics (Brown, 2007: 4): giving importance to all aspects of language –form 
and function–, promoting both fluency and accuracy, focusing on real-world contexts, giving 
learners autonomy in the learning process by giving them the chance to develop their own 
appropriate strategies for learning and, finally, shifting the teacher’s role from that of an instructor 
into a guide. Setting itself as an approach rather than a method, it became a dynamic and flexible 
subject for interpretation based on one’s observation and experience. 
These initial characteristics have been complemented with such contributions as Ellis’ 
(2003) Task-based Language Teaching, whose ideas have been supported by other authors like 
Kumaravadivelu (2006) or Nunan (2006). Therefore, this will become the second key element for 
my analysis. Approaching the learning process through a task means, according to (Ellis, 2003: 
16), to prepare a workplan where students have to ‘process language pragmatically so as to 
achieve an outcome that can be evaluated in terms of whether the correct or appropriate 
propositional content has been conveyed’. This is, communicating in the target language in order 
to solve a specific piece of classroom work: productive or receptive, written or oral. Moreover, 
learners may use their own linguistic resources for this end, as the primary attention is on 
meaning. However, this does not mean that a task will never focus on a particular form use. 
Moreover, Ellis (Ellis, 2003: 16) contends that ‘a task is intended to result in language use that 
bears a resemblance, direct or indirect, to the way language is used in the real world’, which means 
that students should be given a realistic context where to apply the new knowledge and skill learnt 
in class.  
TBLT is seen an evolution of CLT, so many similarities can be found between them. Firstly, 
the resemblance of language use in class to real-world language processes, which emphasises the 





students would systematically practise and produce. The engagement of students’ learning 
autonomy in both CLT and TBLT is highlighted, as students have to make use of their own 
linguistic resources in order to convey the appropriate solution to a task. The focus of both 
approaches is on meaning; however, TBLT reminds that focus on form is also important because 
it contributes to acquisition.  Finally, I consider that both, TBLT and CLT, try to present the steps 
that will help assess students linguistic performance (or, in other words, their linguistic 
competence), while trying to avoid the ‘how good their memory is’ in terms of learning L2 theory 
instead of applying it. 
 
2.2 CLIL and Ball’s 3-dimensional model 
Content and Language Integrated Learning was described as a ‘dual-focused’ approach in 
which an additional language is used for the learning and teaching of both content and language 
(Coyle et al, 2010: 1). Nowadays, due to such contributions as Meyer et al (2014) and Ball et al 
(2016), CLIL is viewed as a means to implement competence-based education and as a provider 
of a coherent framework for the multilingual skills demanded by post-modern society. 
This approach can offer the students many advantages when it comes to acquiring 
knowledge and developing skills. Firstly, it can have an impact on conceptualization because, 
through another language, it enriches the understanding of concepts, at the same time as it 
broadens the conceptual mapping resources. Secondly, it enables real-life experience, such as 
problem solving, researching or even innovating. The resemblance to experiences found in the 
real world can engage cognitive processes, both high and low. If students are cognitively engaged 
in a real world like context, the learning process becomes meaningful, so students can acquire the 
language and the new concepts with less effort. Thirdly, as it is oriented to real-life experience, it 
can provide high levels of authenticity by incorporating the use of real-world material so students 
could relate their learning to context outside the classroom environment (Coyle et al, 2010: 5-11).  
Now we would like to address Coyle’s et al (2010) theory of CLIL in order to justify our 
choice of Ball’s et al (2015) for our first stage of the analysis. Coyle et al (2010: 41-42) put 
forward the 4Cs model for building bilingual programmes. In general terms, those 4Cs stand for 
Content (subject matter), which involves not only acquiring knowledge and skills, but also 
helping the learners create their own knowledge and understanding, as well as developing their 
own skills; Communication (language learning and using), consisting in interaction in L2 to 
improve proficiency and concept learning; Cognition (learning and thinking processes) to engage 
thinking and learning processes; and, finally, Culture (global understanding and citizenship), 





challenge in this model is to ‘ensure that learners will be cognitively challenged yet linguistically 
supported to enable new dialogic learning to take place’ (Coyle et al, 2010: 43). That is, the 
challenge lies in the necessity to provide the adequate context which would foster cognitive 
processes in order to learn the content through meaningful communication in the second language. 
For Ball (2016: 17), there is a main problem with the definition of content and language in 
Coyle’s theory. He explains that the first ‘C’ –content– can be considered defined as it makes 
mention the specific elements of a defined curriculum, that is the specific orientations regarding 
an area of study in the national curriculum. For instance, the Aragonese curriculum, which gives 
clear orientations about ‘what’ students should have acquired by the end of an academic course. 
However, when we move onto the next ‘C’ –communication–, Ball contends that it could be 
considered content likewise. As Ball (2016: 17) claims, ‘the existence of content is predicated on 
language, and the existence of language is predicated on content’. That is, we learn how to use 
the language when learning the content and vice versa, we learn the content by using the language. 
The main question at this point is why content and language are being ‘integrated’ in Coyle’s 
theory when language is content from Ball’s point of view.  
Communication is a skill, and it is necessary to learn how to demonstrate a skill 
successfully, which means that communication and language –the tool to communicate 
effectively– are examples of content, as students need to learn how to use them correctly. 
Furthermore, Ball (2016: 18) continues explaining that the third ‘C’, cognition, is also content, 
since in CLIL lessons higher-order thinking skills (Bloom 1956) should be included in order to 
carry out more significant learning. Similarly, the fourth ‘C’, culture, can be considered content, 
whether it be understanding and learning intercultural issues, the culture of the classroom, the 
cultural possibilities of the topics or simply the intracultural awareness of otherness and self. In 
short, in Ball’s view, Coyle’s et al (2015) idea on CLIL seems to offer a vague definition of 
content, since it can be found in all four Cs, but under different names.  
However, Ball’s main contribution is regarding the most important ‘C’, which is missing in 
the 4Cs theory: Competence. In Ball’s view, teachers should use conceptual and linguistic content 
as vehicles for students to acquire procedural skills; that is, an important element to develop and 
achieve competences. With this idea in mind, content and language learning can never be 
considered as aims in themselves, but as tools or means for our students to be competent in a 
specific or various skills (Ball, 2016: 18-19).  
At this point Ball introduces his dimensional view of content consisting in three dimension 
related to content, language and procedure. These three dimensions, and how they relate 





me briefly explain these three dimensions. Ball (2016: 20) explains his three dimensions in the 
following way: the conceptual weight of a curriculum is the what; the procedural weight is the 
how and the linguistic weight is the tools or the means by which we learn the concepts chosen 
and by which we execute the procedures that relate to them. During CLIL lessons these three 
dimension interrelate in different ways and with different intensity levels, as I will explain further. 
This model can fulfil two types of objectives: the outcome objectives – the ones we can test – and 
those which Ball calls ‘priority’ objectives. These objectives will depend on CLIL teachers 
decision of which of the three dimensions they wish to emphasize during a lesson, always having 
in mind that the last will continue to feed the first (Ball, 2016: 22). For instance, in a fist CLIL 
lesson the teacher may emphasize language and procedure outcomes while teaching little content, 
whereas in the following lessons he could do the reverse. No matter which the ‘priority’ objective 
is, e.g., the language structures of the first lesson, the remaining dimension are still tackled during 
the lesson. 
Now that we know what the three dimensions stand for, how do they relate to CLT and the 
linguistic competence? The idea of ‘doing things’ with language has brought a few breakdowns 
when it comes to teaching content in L2. The traditional notion of teaching had its advantages, 
such as good explanation and clear performance from the teachers’ role (Ball, 2016: 23). 
However, when we try to teach subject content in exactly the same way in which we would teach 
it in the L1, we may realise that the task might be quite impossible to accomplish because student 
may face two difficulties at the same time. Firstly, the language barrier which can slow down 
comprehension or even make content incomprehensible; and, secondly, if language becomes an 
issue, understanding and acquiring a new concept will become an unreachable aim. 
This is why, in CLIL lessons, Ball (2016: 23) recommends the teachers to talk less, since 
they may not be understood. In this way, the centre of the lessons shifts inevitably from teacher 
to learner. This is the same kind of procedure that one may find in Communicative Language 
Teaching, which is characterised by learner-centred instruction where the teacher is a guide for 
students to accomplish a task rather than an instructor who controls the whole lesson. As Ball 
contends (2016), the less the teacher speaks, the more the students should intervene and interact 
with each other, what results in communication. Therefore, if students have the chance to 
communicate, it means they are using language to do a task, which in other words can be also 
described as developing a specific competence: their linguistic competence.  
After providing a brief description of Ball’s contribution to CLIL, we would like to finish 
our current section on CLIL by describing the key element of his theory that will be the starting 





which will be enumerated and described in the next paragraph. These five stages are closely 
related to the three dimensions that we have mentioned before. As Ball et al (2015) explain, each 
stage reflects the steps of the teaching process in a CLIL class. He uses the metaphor of a ‘mixing 
desk’ for the three dimensions, as their intensity should vary along the five stages. The following 
figure summarises the five stages appearance in a sequence, however we will clarify the relation 
between dimensions afterwards in more detail:  
 
Figure 1. Summary of the five stages of a sequence (Ball et al, 2015). 
In stage 0, students face Activation of previous knowledge and their interest in the topic 
should be stimulated. Here the three dimensions can be connected in the following way: the 
conceptual demand (the what) should be low, as it is the beginning of the sequence; the procedural 
demand (the how) can be medium to high, as there should be a lot of interaction in order to activate 
the previous knowledge; and the linguistic demand (the tool) should be also medium to high, as 
tasks in this stage need to be interactive, fostering communication. In stage 1, Introduction to the 
topic, students should be introduced to the main aspects of the Unit. At these stage, there is still 
no high cognitive demand, but the conceptual demand starts to increase slightly, whereas the 
procedural and linguistic demands remain medium. Stage 2, Complication, is the longest one, as 
students are taught main conceptual content in depth. At this stage, the conceptual demand rises 
to its highest, the procedural demand may stay medium, but the linguistic demand should remain 
low, so as not to involve too much cognitive effort from the students. This stage is essential in 
CLIL classes, as it should develop the contents, give the necessary scaffolding to fulfil the tasks 
and promote communicative skills development. In stage 3, Synthesis, as its names indicates, 
there should be a conclusion of the main conceptual content, so the conceptual demand decreases 
again, the procedural demand stays medium-low, but the linguistic demand can increase again. 
Stage 4, Assessment, is possibly the hardest stage, as all dimensions may be at their highest point, 





can merge with the fourth, is the Feedback and, depending of the students’ performance and 
needs, most commonly either the conceptual or the linguistic demand could increase. I will be 
using this five-stage-sequencing recommendation in my analysis of the Technology and Music 
materials as a starting step in order to find how the linguistic dimension in integrated within the 
content. 
To finish this section on CLIL, I would like to briefly address the difference between hard 
and soft CLIL, as later in the analysis I will talk about the high school in which the former type 
of CLIL was implemented.  We use the term ‘Hard CLIL’ for a content-led instruction, whereas 
the term ‘soft CLIL’ is used to refer to language led instruction that is determined by the subject 
curriculum. This means that soft CLIL gives more importance to the language and the procedural 
dimensions, while hard CLIL focuses mainly on the conceptual and the linguistic ones (Ball, 
2016: 23). 
 
2.3 BICS and CALP  
To finish this theoretical framework, allow me to introduce other key concepts in CLIL, 
Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language 
Proficiency (CALP), because they are an important part of CLIL (Ball, 2016; Cummins, 2008). 
As Cummins (2008) explains, BICS make reference to the social language, the one we can use 
on a daily basis to maintain a regular fluent conversation. CALP, on the other hand, makes 
reference to academic language, oriented to any thematic context. While the former can be learnt 
in, as Cummins contends, two years, the latter takes up to seven, or even ten years to master. In 
addition, the latter implies a higher cognitive demand, such as analysing, summarising or 
evaluating, in combination with thematic context language that involves specialized vocabulary 
or expressions. 
In spite of the fact that Cummins’s theory has been criticized by Edelsky (in Helmut Daller, 
2001), I consider this idea useful for the purpose of my analysis because CLIL lessons require a 
level of language proficiency not only for communication, but also for academic use. As Ball 
(2016: 25) states, CALP needs to be demonstrated and practised, which means that a student that 
is fluent in L2, that is, someone who has a good BICS level, may not have the required CALP 
level. This can lead to difficulties when studying a subject, so improving the learner’s academic 
language proficiency requires time and the implementation of specific learning and teaching.  
 In the next section, Methodology, I will describe which steps were taken and how relevant 







Since the object of my study is to carry out a contrastive analysis, the selected materials 
belong to two different academic subjects, Technology and Music, in the hard CLIL programme 
from a secondary high school. The reason I have chosen materials from two subjects and not only 
one is because the Technology materials were designed by the teacher himself, while the Music 
materials are based on a course book. I expect to find differences in the instructional design and 
in how the linguistic dimension is integrated in the content. 
When it comes to designing instruction, teachers have to comply with the curriculum and it 
is popularly believed that content has been the most relevant aspect that teachers take care of 
while programming a Unit due to influence of more traditional ways of teaching, like the content 
curriculum model that characterises the classic humanist tradition of curriculum design (Finney, 
2002). Regarding CLIL, while an integrated curriculum exists for the British Council programme 
in Spain (MECD/British Council bilingual programme, 2015), there is no actual curriculum for 
CILE1 programmes –the one these materials belong to– where a teacher can find explicitly how 
to integrate content with language; there are specific directions on methodology, evaluation 
criteria or the contents to be taught, other than those specified for the content area.  However, as 
we have seen in our theoretical framework, competences can serve as a guideline. Their 
development should be clear in all subjects. Therefore, no matter the area of study, the linguistic 
competence in the foreign language should not be neglected in a bilingual class.  
This is why I would like to see whether one material or the other take into account the 
development of the target learners’ linguistic competence and whether the materials are designed 
in a balanced way to promote meaningful communication while teaching content. Or, in other 
words, I would like to elucidate if there is a balance between the linguistic and the conceptual 
dimensions mentioned in Ball’s et al (2015) three-dimensional theory. 
Firstly, I have chosen Ball’s et al (2015) five-stage sequencing as an initial tool for my 
analysis. In my opinion, this will help me identify the level of importance given to the linguistic 
dimension throughout the first Unit of each material, so that later I will be able to work in more 
detail on how to develop the linguistic competence. The findings of the five-stage analysis can be 
found in the Appendix I.   
Secondly, I will focus in more depth on the teaching strategy of the linguistic dimension. I 
have made myself five questions based on Ball’s et al (2015), Ellis (2003), Nunan (2016) and 





and the collected data. This table can be found in Appendix II. The questions used to analyse the 
teaching strategy of the materials are the following:  
1) How is the linguistic dimension integrated through the five stages? Is there any 
predominance of the conceptual or the linguistic dimension? While answering this 
question, I will also be checking if there is any stage missing from the recommended 
five. 
2) Is there a predominance of form or meaning?  Can learners negotiate the meaning or is 
there little freedom to choose the language? It is frequently seen that the activities 
integrated in a Unit can fit better for the purpose of revising theory chunks rather than 
encouraging cognitive processes or communication (Ball, 2016; Ellis, 2003). This is 
why I will analyse the pragmatic use of the activities and whether they are part of a 
lesson continuum, instead of isolated drilling exercises focusing on content or grammar. 
3) Is there enough chance for information exchange, that is, meaningful communication? 
Is language used as a tool to accomplish certain tasks? In order to have good results in 
a bilingual class, there is a need for communication to happen. The language is a tool 
that has to be used to archive specific results and these can only be observable through 
performance (Ball, 2016: 24).  
4) Are there any tasks oriented to real-world processes of language use? Do these tasks 
also foster cognitive processes that lead to deeper learning? Ellis (2003) and Nunan 
(2016) defend the idea that engaging higher order cognitive processes, such as selecting, 
manipulating, producing, evaluating and interacting, make the learning process faster 
and, more importantly, meaningful for learners.  
5) Is the language used leaning towards BICS or CALP? In a hard CLIL programme, I 
expect to come across more CALP, as the subjects Music and Technology belong to 
academic thematic areas; hence, their vocabulary and expressions are going to be 
specialized.  
The CLT approach and the Aragonese curriculum highlight the importance of shifting from 
a teacher-centred to a student-focused lesson while providing a pragmatically functional learning 
context. Communication is one of the main characteristics of CLIL teaching, as there should be 
room not only for concept acquisition, but also for academic language proficiency development. 
Ball (2015) contends that in a CLIL lessons the teacher should know how to combine specialized 






4. ANALYSIS  
4.1 Context  
The materials have been provided by the subject teachers from IES Santiago Hernández 
and, before tackling the analysis, we need to foreground a characteristic of this school which may 
be relevant for our purpose. As the English head of department informed us, the students in this 
high school come from different primary schools (Camón Aznar, Monsalud, Ana Mayayo, Juan 
XXIII, Julián Nieto and Moreno Calvete). This is significant because it means that their previous 
linguistic knowledge and L2 skills may differ considerably when they start 1st year of ESO. The 
high school belongs to CILE1 bilingual project, according to the PIBLEA programme from 2013 
(Orden de 14 de febrero de 2013). This means that it offers one subject in English per course. 
The materials I will analyse are those for Music, which is taught in 1st year of ESO, and for 
Technology, which is taught in 2nd year.  
 
4.2 Analysis of materials 
4.2.1 Music Materials 
I will start my analysis with the materials provided for the Music subject for the 1st year 
ESO course, which is the student’s book Listen, Play, Create – I (López Carriche and Benayas 
Ayuso, 2015). We will focus our analysis only on the first Unit, What is sound? due to length 
restrictions for this Dissertation. The Unit is divided in three parts: 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3. All of them 
begin with a text for reading comprehension, but the last part is the only one that features number 
of practice activities.   
Let me remind the reader that, firstly, we will be observing how the language is included 
along the five stages (Ball et al, 2015) in the Unit, to further analyse the activities in order to see 
whether they foster foreign language learning while teaching content. 
Before providing the findings of this first Unit, I would like to state the expectations I had 
before analysing the book. As I said in the context section, students have different levels of 
proficiency in the first academic year in high school, so I was expecting the book to be more 
content-led than language centred. However, as the first Unit is taught at the beginning of the 
academic year, I also expect the conceptual dimension to be low in most section of the Unit, in 
favour of the linguistic and procedural dimensions, as the first Unit would belong to the Activation 
stage (Ball, 2016). It is important to point out that we did not have the teacher’s book, so we could 
not see the methodological recommendations for the implementation of the Unit. Therewith I will 






4.2.1.1 Collected data analysis and suggestions for improvement  
The fist Unit is presented in three sections, the third being the longest one. From our point 
of view, the activities presented along the Unit can be divided in two different categories: reading 
comprehension activities and experimental activities. The reading activities are self-explanatory, 
those that can be answered with the information from the text provided; and the experimental 
activities are those were students are encouraged to create, produce, experiment and interact with 
each other and the classroom environment. At the beginning, reading comprehension activities 
are more frequent, whereas from section three onwards, experimental activities are predominant. 
As Ball et al (2015) state, we can often see CLIL lessons using a text as a tool to dive into the 
topic of the Unit. However, this type of activities can work in two different ways: either providing 
useful language and concepts to start the learning process or becoming an inconvenience, as the 
text can be heavy to read due to a conceptual overload. Using the criteria set in my table in 
Appendix II, I will analyse whether these two types of activities integrate language learning along 
the Unit and, specially, if the reading activities do provide the useful language and concepts Ball 
(2015) talks about instead of becoming an added difficulty in the learning process. 
Based on in-depth analysis of Ball's et al (2015) five stages, and following the Criterion nº1 
of the table, I have detected that three of the five stages can be clearly found: Introduction 
(Appendix I, in textbook pages 4 and 5), Complication (Appendix I, in textbook page 6-15) and 
Summary (Appendix I, in textbook pages 16 and 17). However, I found no evident Activation 
stage, some sort of lead-in lesson that will help learners retrieve their previous knowledge, both 
linguistic and conceptual. There are a few experimental activities in part one, 1, 2, 3, and 8, which 
can be considered stage 0, Activation stage, as they could serve as a warm-up activity for students 
to retrieve their previous knowledge both in language and content. Therefore, it could be more 
cohesive to create an evident Activation stage at the beginning of the Unit with these activities 
instead of mixing them with the reading comprehension activities in the Introduction stage.  
Similarly happens to the Assessment and the Feedback stages. There seem to be three stages 
overlapping in part three at the end of Unit 1: Complication, Summary and Assessment. There is 
a fill-in-the-gap activity review the content of the whole Unit, nº 38 on page 16, which seems 
more suitable for a Summary stage than for an Assessment stage, because its main focus is on 
form rather than providing a meaningful task with high order thinking involved (Ellis, 2003; 
Nunan, 2016). On the other hand, activity 35 could become the Assessment stage, as it consists of 
production of a musical piece based on previously learnt content. In addition, the list of 





appeared in bold in each of the texts and could be used as a revising tool before the Assessment 
stage. 
The fifth stage, Feedback, where learners should be given critical comments on their results 
and work on errors, is non-existent. I realize that this is the hardest stage to detect, as it can appear 
in different forms: it can be just a score after a test or a review of common mistakes after 
assessment, or extra activities for reinforcement before finishing the Unit or even a project. It can 
be given during the Unit after each part or it can be given after each activity. It would depend of 
the methodological orientations of the book, the students’ progress and the teacher’s personal 
criterion. My suggestion to make this stage evident would be to provide the students with an 
evaluation chart with the criteria the teacher would follow to assess their final project. The chart 
could serve, firstly, as a guide for students during the Assessment stage and, secondly, it would 
allow a more detailed feedback after the assessment. In addition, if such evaluation chart could 
be partly designed by students, it would give rise to developing the Key competence Learning to 
learn (ECD/489/2016, de 26 de mayo).  
Before commenting on the next points in my checklist, I would like to address another 
aspect of the book’s activities. Taking into account that there are two types of activities in the 
Unit, I have found that they alternate in a random manner along the Unit. In my opinion, ‘jumping’ 
from a comprehension activity to an experimental one and then, again, to a reading 
comprehension one gave me the impression of a disorganized layout. My impression was that the 
book was mixing cognitively engaging activities –experimental ones– with drilling activities –
comprehension ones– with no specific purpose. For example, activities 4, 5, 6, 8 and 10 are 
engaging little communication. Learners can nourish their linguistic knowledge form the 
vocabulary and linguistic structures of the text, but little cognitive demand is required in the 
activities as learners only have to find the answers to fill in a few informational gaps. The 
remaining experimental activities can create a more dynamic and interactive environment for L2 
use. Students could ask, debate and justify their answers with a classmate. As Nunan (2016: 4) 
explains, in this way, learners are ‘mobilize their grammatical knowledge in order to express 
meaning’. Then, from our point of view, inserting the comprehension activities between the 
experimental ones can break the interactive environment, leading to little interaction in the foreign 
language.  
A possible solution to this could be designing an individual activity that compiles all the 
reading comprehension questions. In part 1, for instance, before reading the text, a single activity 





followed by the questions made in activities 4, 5, 6, 8 and 10. In part two and three the same 
division would be necessary to keep the coherence throughout the Unit. In addition, in part three, 
major changes should be done, as there should be a division between the theory-based activities 
and the purely practical ones. For clarity, this suggestion of the new layout has been developed 
in the Appendix IV as Suggestion of Reorganized music materials.  
Let me focus now on Criteria nº 2 and nº 3 in my checklist, negotiation of meaning and 
language needed, which are closely related to the idea of creating of an interactive environment 
in class. Another issue to tackle here is, if these Criteria nº 2 and nº 3 exist, are they used to 
accomplish certain tasks? As Ellis (2003) contends, a task should be used pragmatically with 
some sort of gaps. There are many activities in the Unit with information gaps which can be 
solved by reading the provided texts. However, this is not what a task is meant to be because it 
has to, firstly, focus on negotiation of meaning and not only on form manipulation (Nunan, 2016) 
and, secondly, it should engage some cognitive processes –Criterion nº 6 in my checklist–, like 
classifying, selecting, ordering, reasoning and evaluating. A simple ‘read and copy’ activity 
cannot be considered a task. Some clear examples of this are, firstly, Activity 11, which states 
‘Complete the sentence’. This activity can be solved by copying the information from the text. It 
involves no negotiation of meaning and no higher order thinking skills. A simple, undemanding 
way to improve it could be changing it into an activity where students have to work with a partner. 
One of them closes the book. The other one reads some of the pre-designed sentences aloud with 
provided gaps, for example, ‘A _________ is made of metal and it __________’. The first student 
would have to say the correct words to complete the sentence. If he/she gets them wrong, the 
other student would have to assess him/her with the correct information from the text. Even 
though students are working on a memory-type activity, other cognitive processes such as 
understanding, reasoning, remembering and information ordering are involved. They are not 
required to simply copy the information provided, but to use their own linguistic resources to fill 
the information gap.  
Another example is Activity 23, which states ‘Write the dynamics (mf-ff-f-p-pp) in order, 
from the softest to the loudest’. This activity can also be completed by copying from the text. 
Therefore, it could be improved by adding peer-work and changing the instruction in order to 
foster production: ‘Work with a partner. Look at the dynamics and think of a sound you associate 
to each of them. Set you own order, make the corresponding sound and your partner has to guess 
the correct order of your dynamics’. In this way, the task becomes more complex at a procedural 
level, but the linguistic and conceptual demands are kept low. Even though there is no specific 





behaviour. As Ellis (2003) contends, a task can engage productive or receptive skills. In this case, 
students would be working with listening and speaking at the same time, as they need to listen to 
their classmates’ order of dynamics and then check if it is correct.  
A third example is Activity 28, which says ‘Work with your partner. Solve the crossword’. 
Two problems appear in this activity. Firstly, there is no real peer-work, as the students can read 
the activity individually and just copy each other’s answers; secondly, there is no meaningful 
communication. Moreover, a task should have a beginning, developing and ending steps; it should 
have a sense of completeness (Nunan, 2016: 4). Therefore, to improve this activity, I suggest the 
following instruction: ‘Work with a partner, you are going to design a crossword. Look at the 
text you have read earlier. Select ten items of vocabulary. Write the definitions for your words. 
Design your crossword carefully and pass it to another pair so they solve it. Solve their 
crossword’. . They would be engaged to use their own linguistic resources in combination with 
the new content. 
 After making these suggestions to adapt certain activity instructions to foster language use 
in combination with content learning, I will work on the next Criteria, nº 4, communicative 
behaviour; nº 5, real-world processes of language; and nº 6, cognitive processes engagement 
(Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 2016, Kumaravadivelu, 2006). Peer or group work is one of the most 
important pillars of CLIL education. The less the teacher speaks, the more the students interact 
with each other. In other words, they are able to do things with their knowledge and skills and 
doing things with language and content means to be able to perform a specific competence. 
Following Ball’s et al (2015) and Ellis (2003) ideas about the fact that communicative behaviour 
involves any of the four skills, receptive or productive, I would like to evidence if the suggested 
activities in the book are really engaging student to student interaction. I found many group 
activities from page 11 to page 16, as it is the most practical part of the first Unit. Most of these 
activities imply working with a partner (activity 28, 29 or 35) or in groups (activity 33) while 
producing a piece of musical work. However, when it comes to the first pages of the Unit, there 
is only one activity, activity 1 on page 4, which requires group work and reads: ‘Work in groups. 
Pick up one of the instruments below and explain to the rest of the class if you can see or feel with 
your fingers the vibration when you: pluck the strings of a guitar, hit a cymbal, hit a tambourine, 
play a xylophone.’ In my opinion, this is a good example of an interactive task where there is 
focus on conveying meaning. Such linguistic behaviour can be found outside class. People have 
to describe, identify, evaluate, express opinion, etc., in order to maintain communication, so, from 
my perspective, such experimental activities as nº 1 on page 4 do fulfil Criterion nº 5 real-world 





but they are not designed in such way; e.g., activities involving filling tables (activities 7, 17, 18, 
21 and 25) may be more interesting to solve with a partner, as there would be chance for debate 
and opinion exchange, that is, communication. The first ten pages are mostly reading 
comprehension activities. These activities could also be adapted to become a task and engage 
communication in the foreign language at the same time as learning the content, as I have shown 
in the three activities modified above. These modifications would also help to resemble the 
processes of language use that we find in the real world.   
Finally, the last criterion in my checklist, Criterion nº 7, is related to BICS and CALP. If 
BICS is understood as the social language used to maintain regular communication (Cummins, 
2008), this book does not teach it directly. I have observed only one activity that gave some 
importance to regular language structure, which was activity 29 on page 12: ‘Work with your 
partner. Choose between high/low, long/short, and loud/soft and tell your partner. He/she has to 
play the object or instrument that he/she prefers.’ Then, an example follows, ‘Example: Play a 
high, long and loud sound’. It is the only activity which provides an explicit linguistic structure 
for students to repeat. I wonder which is the purpose of introducing a linguistic example at this 
point of the Unit when there were plenty of activities beforehand which may have required some 
sort of linguistic support to express students ideas, such as activities 1 on page 4, activity 9 on 
page 5, 27 on page 11, among others. In order to respond to these last activities, student need to 
make use of their own linguistic resources whereas in activity 29 they are given the structure. My 
suggestion is to omit the example on activity 29 because learners have already worked with texts; 
hence, they should know how to express their ideas at this point of the Unit. Regarding CALP, as 
this is a book meant for hard CLIL programmes, the predominance of academic language teaching 
is evident. Clear examples are the text inserts, the comprehension activities and some 
experimental ones involving work with music language, such as activity 34 and 35, on pages 14 
and 15. 
Summing up, this book shows some activities that do try to engage second language 
learning, but for the most part, they cannot be said to be a task-based instructional sequence. 
Taking into account that we are dealing with the Music subject, I understand that the production 
activities are oriented to the subject rather than to teaching and learning of the instructional 
language. However, as I have explained in the Theoretical framework when talking about the 
competence-based curriculum, all areas of study should work on developing the seven 
competences, and communication in the foreign language is one of them. The Aragonese 
curriculum for Music (ECD/489/2016) highlights the importance of the linguistic competence in 





La comunicación de las ideas propias, musicales o no, exige el uso correcto del 
componente pragmático – discursivo en su dimensión sociolingüística, así como 
de los diferentes registros lingüísticos, puesto que habrá que adaptarlos al 
contexto necesario. 
That is developing communication skills in different registers and types of discourses is 
paramount, irrespective of the fact that the ideas communicated should be specific to the Music 
area. 
I have found that many activities could be adapted to promoting interaction and meaningful 
communication in the L2, something that could improve students’ linguistic and conceptual 
knowledge at the same time. Experimental activities are good opportunities to include language 
learning while still working with content but, it is my contention that in this textbook, most of 
them are not designed in this way. Another aspect to improve could be the general layout of the 
textbook, as it alternates reading comprehension activities with practical ones in what seems to 
be a random sequence. Many of the comprehension activity instructions seem to be aimed at 
repeating chunks of information based on the reading texts (Ball, 2016). Hence, they do not fit 
into the definition of a task (Ellis, 2003), since, firstly, the communicative behaviour is limited to 
text comprehension because there is little to none peer or group comprehension activities and, 
even though a few of these exist -like activity 11-, they drag the learners back to working with 
the texts rather than with one another. Secondly, the activities are mostly developing low-order 
cognitive processes as there are mainly informational gaps in most of the activities. Higher-order 
cognitive processes, such as analysing, rephrasing, summarizing or evaluating, which could 
involve L2  use are rarely seen. For instance, in activities 30, 33 and 35 higher-order skills, such 
as categorizing, selecting or evaluating can be identified, but these are more oriented to working 
with content than with language. Finally, the combination of low-order cognitive processes and 
text-based activities leads to little chance for negotiating meaning and little use of students’ own 
linguistic resources.  
In the following section, I will apply the same Criteria to analyse the Technology materials. 
 
4.2.2 Technology materials 
In this Section I will focus on the Technology class materials. This subject is taught in 2nd 
year of ESO. The materials for the second subject have been designed by the teacher himself and 
take the form of a Moodle course which contains different sections and Units. For my analysis, I 






Before providing the description of the analysed activities, I would like to describe my 
expectations about this subject. The decision to do away with a textbook and design all the 
didactic materials for a course requires teachers to have a good level of both content and language 
knowledge. Thus, I expect good balance between content and language teaching strategies in this 
subject. Since I am a language specialist, I cannot critically comment on the content dimension 
of the materials but I can contrast the BICS and CALP. Criterion nº &, with the one observed in 
the music materials. Another aspect that called my attention is the fact that this subject is taught 
in the second year of Secondary education. Therefore, students should be used to CLIL 
methodology by now. Nonetheless, it is a new subject and, thus, the subject-specific language 
could be new for learners. Now, I will be starting my analysis of the collected data and making 
suggestions for improvement if needed.  
 
4.2.2.1 Collected data analysis and suggestion for improvement  
As I am going to follow the same criteria which I used for the Music materials, this will 
allow me to see whether there are any differences between both subjects by the end of this section.  
  Starting with the first Criterion, Ball’s et al (2015) five-stage sequencing, it is hard to tell 
apart one stage from another, as they seem to be connected in a fluent continuum, which not 
necessarily means a disadvantage. Here I provide a picture with the stages division with the 




Figure 2. Moodle contents for Unit 1 







As Ball et al (2015) contend, a good lesson plan or Unit design might go through all the 
five stages seamlessly. In this Unit, I have been able to detect four stages, even though they 
overlap one with another, as can be seen in Figure 1. The Activation stage, in blue in Figure 2, is 
a review of useful language and vocabulary for a Technology class, so students have the tools to 
begin learning the subject. The Introduction stage, in orange, merges with the video and song 
insertions, because these activities could retrieve students’ linguistic knowledge before starting 
with the main content. The Complication stage, in purple, becomes evident when the linguistic 
activities begin to be more content oriented, as in the documents ‘Expresiones útiles’ and 
‘Guiding document for your technical report’. The Synthesis stage, in green, which takes the in 
form of a crossword summarises briefly, but with precision, the content learnt along this Unit. 
The Assessment stage, in yellow, is the final technical report. The stage that I found harder to find 
was the Feedback, non-existent in Figure 2, because there was no evaluation tool provided. As 
the Assessment stage is based on the technical report, some possible tools could be a self-
evaluation chart, a peer-evaluation chart, a checklist, some reflexion questions, etc. based on the 
development of the technical report, which the teacher could elaborate with the students. The 
teacher could propose the following questions: Did I/we put enough effort into the report or was 
it a do-it-the-last-nigh work? - Did I/we check the language? Have I/we proofread the report 
before uploading? Can I/we identify some terminology, studied in this Unit, when describing the 
object? These questions could serve as a self-reflexion activity and help student realize if their 
report follows the needed requirements for successful task completion, as guidelines on the 
process and the language of the technical report could be included. 
 In addition, when the report instruction explains ‘the most suitable ones will be selected 
and incorporated to the classroom consultation material’, there is no mention of the 
characteristics that would make a report ‘the most suitable’. As Dörnyei (1994: 282) contends, 
one way to motivate our learners is to promote their autonomy by allowing them to make real 
choices and decisions in class. Therefore, one learning strategy here might be to establish the 
criteria for the ‘most suitable report’ in collaboration with the students’ contributions. In addition, 
the decision making in this type of activity would develop the Learning to learn competence 
(ECD/489/2016). This way, learners may feel more confident and involved in the task, as opposed 
to what may happen if they do not know how they will be evaluated. 
Starting with the analysis, compared to the Music materials, in the Technology materials 
there are no different types of activities. As these are not based on texts, there are not even 
questions that could be answered by coping. The order the teacher decided to implement the 





and allows a graded immersion in the thematic context. At this point, I would like to highlight 
that the teacher provided me with the materials from the list in Figure 1 page, but no additional 
material on methodology or implementation orientations was provided. I will explain why this 
aspect is important in better detail later, taking as an example the video materials. 
My second and third Criteria from the table, negotiation of meaning and freedom to choose 
the language, were identified in order to see if language is used to accomplish a task. For this, 
some sort of gap is required in the Unit activities. In these materials, I have found some tasks. For 
example, inside Classroom objects_excercise includes activity 1.2 and 1.3. The fist activity 
consists in saying how things work and the instruction is the following: ‘Work in pairs. Point to 
one of the classroom objects and ask your partner what it is for. Then ask your partner how it 
works’. After the instruction, the following language structures are provided: ‘Student A: What’s 
this for? It’s for … + -ing / It’s used for … + -ing / It’s a device/instrument for …+ ing. Student 
B: Oh, I see. What do you call it?. Student a: It’s a…’. This is an example of a pre-task activity 
whose aim is to prepare the student for the next activity in 1.3, a crossword. Activity 1.2 has an 
information gap, so there is the possibility of encouraging negotiation of meaning through a 
productive skill, but the language used is given. Hence, I could state that the focus is on form 
rather than meaning, because student will stick to the provided structure instead of mobilizing 
their own linguistic knowledge (Nunan, 2016). On the other hand, Ellis (2003) explains that a 
task may predispose students to choose particular forms. In this activity, I see that, they are being 
pushed to use the grammatical structure the teacher wants them to practice (for + verb + ing) for 
correct academic use in the following activity, 1.3, or even in the final technical report. Activity 
1.2 is a pre-task for activity 1.3, so I understand the focus on form at the beginning. Activity 1.3 
is meant to be done in pairs and students should solve the crossword at the end, after listening to 
their partner’s definition. In this case, there seems to be more freedom to choose the language for 
the definition, but the previous activity has already set a useful structure to follow. .  
Going to the next three criteria in the checklist –Criterion nº 4 communicative behaviour; 
nº 5, real-world processes of language and nº 6, cognitive processes– regarding the first, I can 
state that overall, the Technology materials try to put emphasis on communication in class. The 
real-world processes of language are included as long as the language used in class resembles the 
one used outside the classroom, and for this, cognitive processes should be part of the 
communication behaviour. Examples of this are the previously mentioned activities and, possibly, 
the video materials.  As there is no instruction about how to work with these videos, I would like 
to make my own suggestion of a possible implementation of these audio-visual materials taking 





The two videos are called ‘Paper is not dead’ and ‘What are you ‘sinking’ about?’ Both 
show a humoristic situation, the first about paper use, the other about a misunderstanding in 
English language. If these videos were to be projected in class, a way of integrating language 
could be by creating a debate at the end of each. As a pre-task (Ellis, 2003), student could share 
their opinion on what they are about to see. A during-task, after watching each video, could be 
answering, in pairs or in groups, some questions. This could engage cognitive processes such as 
analysing, selecting and evaluation the information seen in the video in order to construct their 
own opinion on the subject, which will help making the language learning process deeper (Nunan, 
2016). Examples of questions for the first video could be ‘What do we use paper for?’, ‘How 
much paper do you use per day? When?’, ‘Is technology a good substitution for paper use in some 
situations? Why?’ The second video gravitates towards language learning rather than content. A 
few questions could be ‘Does your mother tongue have similar problems? Can you give an 
example of an expression that can be misunderstood?’ or ‘How does the context help 
understanding?’. This last video could be a starting point to tackle general doubts on language 
form. As I see it, promoting oral communication in such a way increases the linguistic demand in 
a CLIL lesson, but it does not mean the conceptual dimension is forgotten. As Ball (2016) explains 
in his metaphor of a ‘mixing desk’, one of the dimensions may need more attention in a particular 
lesson, which does not mean that CLIL methodology is neglected, as long as it is relevant for the 
thematic context.  
Another example worth mentioning in this analysis is the final technical report, which I 
included in the Assessment stage. It consists of several questions that students should answer in 
order to describe an object or tool used in class. At the end of the Guiding document for you 
technical report, I could not find if this report is done individually, in pairs or groups. The 
instruction says Student activity, so I deduced it must be carried out individually. Even if does not 
engage a student to student interaction, it does not mean that it is not a task. For instance, there is 
freedom to choose the language to answer the questions and the questions provided are not a yes-
no type answer. Students have to justify different aspects of the chosen object, so higher order 
thinking skills are involved, such as selecting, analysing or evaluating. A technical report is a 
document found in a real-world professional context; therefore, the language used to create it can 
be found in an academic context outside the classroom environment.  
Finally, regarding the last two points in my checklist –BICS and CALP–, I found the 
Technology materials to be ‘easier’ than the Music materials. Let me explain my point of view. 
The Music materials are mainly supported by written texts about the thematic context, while these 





conceptually demanding in comparison to the Music materials. Nonetheless, the ending task is a 
technical report, where the conceptual demand and linguistic demand rise to their highest. As I 
see it, the Technology materials started the learning process with BICS to ease students’ 
immersion in the topic in order to concentrate on CALP by the end of the Unit.  
 
4.3 Comparing both subjects 
After analysing the Music and Technology materials with the criteria set in our checklist 
section, I can draw the following conclusions: 
Unfortunately, analysing just the first Unit of each subject does not portray the full picture 
of the sequencing of the academic year. Due to space limits in this project, we have decided to 
select the first Unit, as it is the starting point of the year. The five-stage sequencing can be applied 
to a full academic year, therefore I assume than the first Units per subject are meant to be the 
Activation stage of the academic year. However, the development of the Unit should also follow 
a coherent sequence, which would facilitate a fluent immersion in the thematic context. 
 In the Music materials, I have detected that there is no Activation stage that would help the 
students retrieve their previous knowledge both about music and language. The Unit has three 
parts that always begin with a reading comprehension with various activities, which means that 
there is a focus on CALP (Cummins, 2008) from the first page. It is true that the texts try to 
provide the information in short sentences, that is, digestible chunks (Ball, 2016). However, let 
me remember that this book is aimed for first-year ESO students in a hard CLIL programme who 
may have not studied a whole subject in English before or who may not have the adequate 
language level to start with so much input comprehension. 
In comparison with the Technology materials, I have found that the starting point is less 
demanding from the conceptual dimension and certainly, there is more language teaching. In spite 
of starting with some BICS (Cummins, 2008), in the form of lead-in or warm-up activities 
(Classroom language and Classroom objects documents), by the end of the Unit there is an 
evident emphasis on CALP, as the students have to produce a technical report. 
Content predominance is not synonym of quality lessons in a CLIL classroom. In order to 
have an effective bilingual teaching programme, both Ball et al (2015) and Coyle et al (2001) 
agree that there should be a balance between content and language teaching. However, CLIL is 
not only about reception: Production plays a very important role for second language acquisition. 
In the suggestions for improvement for the Music materials, I have pointed out that there is little 





most likely be teacher led in the following manner: texts introduction, followed by the 
corresponding reading comprehension activities, and finishing with a few experimental activities. 
Just a few of these activities apparently foster pair or group work and production but, once again, 
I have detected that there seems no meaningful communication involved. In spite of saying ‘Work 
with a partner’ in such activities as nº 1 or nº 11, most of them can be solved by copying the 
information from the texts with no need to interact with a classmate. 
By contrast, I think that the Technology materials, which have been created by the teacher, 
have been developed taking language as the most important tool in class, perhaps over content. 
First of all, these materials try to provide enough meaningful context for student-to-student 
interaction, for instance in activities 1.2 and 1.3 in Classroom objects_excecises. The activities 
normally provide an information gap –like a definition for a concept in activity 1.3– at the same 
time as they try to encourage students to reason and decide –by matching the correct concepts 
with definition a partner provides–. [Office1] Regarding the importance of language, the teacher 
highlights some grammatical structures beforehand through PowerPoint and an explicit grammar 
summary, as in the Classroom objects – exercises. However, as I have already mentioned, this 
can somehow reverse the focus of the class: instead of focusing on meaning, it could end up 
focusing on form (Ellis, 2003). Even though this strategy could guide students on how to 
accomplish a task, there is a risk of sticking to structures provided and not using their own 
grammatical resources to accomplish the task (Nunan, 2006). This would transform a task into a 
traditional drilling activity. On the other hand, in the Music materials, there was only one activity 
by the end of the Unit, nº 29, which provided some sort of grammatical structure, in form of a 
simple sentence ‘Example: Play a high, long and loud sound’, where students just had to change 
the three last words. 
As we can see, the Technology materials seem to integrate the language in the lessons in a 
more evident way than the Music materials do. The Technology teacher has prepared both the 
content he wanted to teach and the tools on how to learn this content, while the Music student’s 
book offers mainly the specialized content and very little strategies to promote communication in 
L2. We understand that for such subject as Music, the production is expected to be made through 
music instruments, but, in a CLIL programme, language production should not be forgotten. As I 
have commented in the Music materials analysis,  the Aragonese curriculum for Music 
(ECD/489/2016) highlights the importance of the linguistic competence arguing that developing 
communication skills in different registers and types of discourses is paramount, irrespective of 
the fact that the ideas communicated should be specific to the Music area. In addition, it was 





the language strategies for each part and the extra sources the teacher may have access to, such 
as cheat sheets, language summaries, etc. 
 
 5. CONCLUSIONS 
This project started with the idea of elaborating a contrastive analysis between two types of 
materials for a hard CLIL programme in Secondary Education school in order to elucidate how 
the language has been integrated with the content in the teaching-learning process. The fist type 
of materials, as we have described, consist of a student’s book where content and language were 
completely pre-selected, so the teachers would only have to implement the suggested lessons. The 
other type of materials was self-designed, which I thought could probably be more adapted for 
the development of the foreign language, while teaching the content, and would be suitable for 
the particular context and characteristics of the students in this high school. 
I grounded my analysis on Ball’s (2015) five-stage theory, as he explains how the 
conceptual, procedural and linguistic dimensions relate along these five instruction stages and 
differ in intensity depending of the stage. I used this theory only as a starting point in my analysis, 
in order to contrast the load of the linguistic dimension to the conceptual one. This would help 
me identify if the first Unit of both subjects included activities focused on the teaching of the 
second language. 
The following step was setting the criteria to analyse how language was integrated and 
taught in these CLIL subjects. For this, I have selected key aspects mainly from the CLT and 
TBLT approaches to L2 teaching and learning (Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 2016) and connected them 
with Ball’s (2015) and Cummins (2008) contributions on bilingual teaching and academic 
language proficiency development. The summarized data can be found in a table in Appendix II, 
but can also be read in an extended way in the Methodology section, or even in further detail with 
examples from both subjects in the Analysis section. These criteria also guided me in my 
suggestions for improvement. If these criteria were not relevant enough in the materials, it 
probably meant that language was not integrated in a balanced way with the content. Hence, I 
would modify the activities in order for them to meet the requirement of my criteria and create 
opportunities for second language teaching and learning within the content.  
All this process has been carried out to evidence two issues that I have mentioned in my 
Introduction section. Firstly, as hard CLIL programmes are content led (Ball, 2016), language 
teaching often may go to the background of the learning process. My analysis has evidenced this 





predominantly led by content and little language teaching was made relevant. However, ‘the 
existence of content is predicated on language, and the existence of language is predicated on 
content’ Ball (2016: 17), so both dimensions should be given same importance in the learning 
process in order to develop linguistic competence along with conceptual learning, since the latter 
requires the former. 
Secondly, I wanted to state the need for content teachers to coordinate with language 
teachers in order to provide a balanced lesson planning, that would not lean towards teaching 
neither only content, neither only language. The Technology materials seem to meet these 
requirement much closer than the Music ones, as the teacher prepared the resources and materials 
for the whole Unit not only based on the curricular content for the Subject, but also in the language 
the student should learn to use. The balance between content and language that the Technology 
materials seem to provide can be the result of good planning and coordination between the 
language teachers and the content teachers.  
 To finish this concluding section, I would like to explore the avenue for future professional 
development in relation with the results I have gathered from my analysis. Preparing materials 
for CLIL programmes is a challenge. Content and language knowledge are key to, firstly, unpack 
the curriculum and, secondly, design the materials for an academic year. An added difficulty is 
not having an integrated curriculum for CILE1 programmes in comparison to the one the MEC-
British Council programme has, which gives the guidelines on the methodology, the content and 
the evaluation criteria teacher should follow in each course. CILE1 teachers use the subject 
curriculum to design their materials, but the fact that they are teaching in a second language 
requires them to look at the English curriculum too. The issue appears when content teachers have 
to incorporate second language teaching and learning strategies into their subjects. This may 
become impossible, as they are not language specialists, which may result in one of the 
conclusions of my analysis: focusing on content teaching and learning and dragging the language 
to the background. Therefore, in my opinion collaborative work between language and content 
teachers is the starting point to drawing an outline of what could be, perhaps in a not so distant 
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First step of the analysis using Ball’s five-stage 
sequencing 
Music materials: Listen, Play, Create – I. Unit 1: What is sound? (1st ESO) 
 Activation stage and Introduction stage: Part 1, pages 4-5 
The beginning activities of a lesson should correspond to Ball’s et al (2015) Activation 
stage. In spite of having activities that we can relate to the Activation stage, 1, 2, 3, 7 and 10, the 
first part mostly seems suitable for the Introduction stage because of the following reasons. 
Firstly, it is introduced with a reading, The sound. Production and transmission. The text 
provided is short, important vocabulary is highlighted in bold and there is a picture of a sound 
wave. As Ball et al (2015) state, it is very frequent to see CLIL lessons using a text as a tool to 
dive into the topic of the Unit. However, this type of activities can work in to different ways: 
either providing useful language and concepts to start the learning process or becoming an 
inconvenience as the text can be heavy to read due to a conceptual overload. Let us not forget that 
we are at the first lesson of the first Unit, at the beginning of the year, and that students belong to 
a soft CLIL programme. Therefore, we consider that introducing a Unit with a text with no 
previous activation phase can lead to nearly immediate information loss, as there is no evident 
warm-up or lead-in phase to the topic.  
Secondly, the lessons provides several activities which, from our point of view, can be 
divided in two different categories: reading comprehension activities and experimental activities. 
The reading activities are self-explanatory, those that can be answered with the information from 
the text provided; and the experimental activities are those were students are encouraged to create, 
produce, experiment and interact with each other and the classroom environment. We consider 
that both types of activities are helpful for CLIL lessons, however the order they are presented in 
the lesson seems, from our point of view, slightly incoherent. For example, the lesson starts with 
a reading and the first activity is experimental because they are have to work in groups to describe 
vibration when playing certain instruments; only activity 4 is based on the text information. 
Therefore, why starting with a text when you ask your students to experiment? We think that 
changing the layout of the activities would provide a more fluent sequence between the Activation 
and Introduction stages compressed in this lesson. Our suggestion for improving the sequence 
would be the following: experimental activities 1, 2, 3 and 8 first, as they would foster the 





and transmission with the corresponding comprehension activities 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 10. You can 
see this reorganization in Appendix IV.  
Finally, we would like to point out the lack of any other support, but the text and only one 
image. In a hard CLIL programme, the conceptual overload in the early stage should tend to 
decrease in favour of the linguistic and procedural dimensions (Ball et al, 2015), and in order to 
facilitate the concepts’ acquisition other types of comprehension and learning support, such as 
visuals, need to be incorporated. For example, in the experimental activity number 1 several 
instruments appear, guitar strings, cymbal, tambourine and xylophone, which can be easily 
illustrated. Similarly happens in activity 3 where several situations are described to find out the 
environment the sound propagates through. The linguistic demand is quite high as students should 
understand perfectly the context provided, so if there is any sort of language barrier the activity 
cannot be accomplished. To lower the anxiety level caused by a low language knowledge, we 
think that visual support is essential. This way the activity is accomplishable procedurally, even 
though there may be a linguistic barrier.  
 Complication stage: Part 2, pages 6-8 
The second lesson follows a similar pattern as the previous. It starts with a text, Properties 
of sound, which is longer; it has the important concepts highlighted in bold and it is divided in 
two section, the first one on page 6 and the other on page 7. The whole reading, which would take 
a full page even tough it is divided in two sections, evidence that the third stage, Complication, 
has begun. This stage is the longest in time and with the highest conceptual demand (Ball et al, 
2015). The text itself becomes less appealing as it becomes heavier to read with an increasing 
amount of CALP as specialized concepts in bold appear more frequently and there are constant 
definitions, e.g., ‘Frequency is the number of vibrations per second. […] A low sound has a low 
frequency. […] We can’t hear sound lower than 20 vibrations […].We name those sound 
infrasounds. […] As a general rule, small instruments have high-pitched sounds […].’ However, 
it still tries to conserve small digestive chunks by providing the information in short paragraphs 
with as simple and short sentences as possible.  
As this lesson is the beginning of the third stage, we consider that using a text as a starting 
point of the lesson may be useful tool as it introduces relevant concepts for further comprehension 
and activity accomplishment. Once again, we have found the same division with the types of 
activities as in the previous lesson. There are reading-related activities, 11, 12, 13, 16, 18, 19 and 
22, and experimental activities, 14, 15, 17, 20 and 21. This means that the workload is not only 





We consider that the proposed layout is not as disorganized as in the previous lesson 
because we find the text essential to introduce the vocabulary that further is used in the 
experimental activities. However, we do think that changing the activities order can improve the 
fluency and sequence of the lesson. For example, the first text extract could be introduced after 
activities 11, 12, 13, 16 and 18 arranged in one single activity (see Appendixes,  Reorganized 
music materials from Unit 1, Listen, Play, Create – I’), followed by the experimental activities 
14, 15, 17. Something similar could be done with the second text extract, firstly introduce, the 
reading-related ones, 22, and, finally. the experimental activities 19, 20 and 21. 
We would also like to state that in this lesson there is little visual or listening support when 
it comes to dealing with BICS (Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills), for example, in 
activity 17 you can find a list of sounds –school bell, door slam, motor, siren, bird and thunder– 
that must be divided into low-pitched and high-pitched sounds. It would be recommendable to 
provide at least the sound of each element to lower the linguistic demand in favour of the 
procedural effectiveness. Note that we are analysing the student’s book and not the teacher’s 
book, so we do not know if there are any additional audio materials for such activities. We base 
our conclusion on the fact that the instruction of the exercise is ‘Classify these sounds’ and not 
‘Listen to the following sound and classify them in the following categories’, for example. 
Another important remark is the fact that there is no peer work in this lesson, an important pillar 
in CLIL classes. In the previous lesson, in activity 1 there was group work. Following Ball’s et al 
(2015) statement and following the ideas do Dörnyei (1994), peer work can make students feel 
safer when it comes to solving problem in other language and it would lower the anxiety level in 
relation with the correct performance on the activities.   
 Complication, Synthesis, Assessment and Feedback stages: Part 3, pages 9-16 and Key 
Vocabulary, page 17 
This is the last part of the Unit and the longest one. The same as the previous lesson, the 
beginning of part 3 belongs to the Complication stage as it still deals with concepts explanation. 
The lessons begins with a text that later is followed by six activities. Three of them are for reading 
comprehension check, 23, 24 and 28, and three are experimental 25, 26, 27. After page 12, there 
is an evident emphasis on practice based on the theory learnt along the three lessons, what we 
consider to be the final part of the Complication stage. On pages 15 and 16, there are some 
activities, 36, 37 and 38, which can be part of the Synthesis or Assessment stage because it is a 
revision of the whole Unit with a fill-in-the-gaps activity based on all the information from 
previous texts. At the end, there is a list of Key vocabulary with those words that appeared in bold 





In the third part, three stages overlap. There is no clear differentiation between them, which 
not necessarily means there is a bad sequence, as Ball et al (2015) suggest, many times a sequence 
can be designed in a way where activities allow an unnoticeable flow between stages. However, 
in the third lesson of the book we find it to be somehow confusing as the first two parts and the 
first pages of part three are structured in the same way: a text followed by activities on the topic; 
but from page 10 onwards there is an evident emphasis on practice activities. For example, 
activities 29 until 37, page 12 to 15, are purely experimental. Students are encouraged to listen, 
give opinions, create with Audacity their own materials, interact with peers, etc. We think it could 
have been a good option to make a visual division between theory lessons and practice. This 
section could be called Listen and Create, similar to the book’s title, to evidence the practical 
nature of the activities, as there is a clear distance from reading comprehension activities. 
Another issue is that the Synthesis stage on page 16 activity 38 appears as if it was immersed 
in lesson three when its real function if to revise the students’ knowledge as it states ‘Fill in the 
summary of the lesson’. Another section could be created here called, for example, Rewind as it 
refers to the music context and means going back, exactly what the Synthesis stage does. 
However, if we were to consider this page the Assessment stage instead of the Synthesis, some 
production activities could be added after the fill-in-the-gaps activity. Learning both content and 
language is not based just on reception and about memorizing, but also about production, e.g. the 
activity 35 can be used as an assessment tool as it considers all the previously learnt theory and 
involves production using a recording programme, Audacity.  
 
Technology materials: Unit 1 – In the classroom (2nd ESO) 
The provided materials for this subject are not based on book instruction. The teacher has 
designed them, so the analysis of the Unit cannot be followed by pages, as in the previous subject. 
The technology teacher has provided the activities and material of the first Unit for 2nd year of 
ESO course, as it is the only subject available in the bilingual programme for this year. We are 
going to provide the caption of the complete set of materials in the first Unit available in the high 







If we were to analyse all the Units of the academic year and try to divide them in the same 
five stages, we can state that this Unit would be clearly immersed in the activation phase of the 
academic year, as it seems to provide lot of scaffolding (vocabulary and grammar structures), 
helpful even for further Units, e.g. language in class, basic vocabulary or pronunciation 
instruction. However, our analysis is focused within the content of the Unit, so we tried to make 
the five-stage division with the materials provided. We also consider important to mention that 
we have not been provided a teacher’s methodological orientation for the suggested activities, 
neither the access to the Moodle platform to access all the materials. The only documents that do 
have some type of instructions are the ‘Classroom objects’ activity and the technical report. 
We are going to start commenting the analysis of these materials in a different way than the 
music ones. There, we had a clear division in three parts, which could correspond to a full lesson; 
however here there is no such clear division. Therefore, the following division is made based on 
characteristics of each stage and how do the materials relate to them. 
 Activation stage, possible Lesson 1: 
Two PowerPoint presentations are the key elements of the beginning of the Unit. They 
present the general useful language in class as well as help students remember items of 
vocabulary. As it is the starting Unit and the first time the student are studying this subject in 
English, we consider this to be a coherent start of the course, however we find the vocabulary 
quite basic taking into account that they have probably studied the same objects in normal English 






lessons. Another alternative could be introducing more technical vocabulary, e.g. drill, hammer, 
hot glue, silicone, sandpaper, screwdriver, etc., so they get to learnt the specific vocabulary used 
in a technology class rather than the general one (paper, scissors, eraser, whiteboard, etc.), but we 
will see that these terms are introduced a bit later in the Unit. In general, the Activation stage is 
low in demand for all the dimensions. If the vocabulary difficulty had been higher while using 
the same matching activities and pair work, the conceptual demand could increase slightly and so 
become more challenging for the students. We have to point out that in the ‘Classroom objects’ 
exercise, the teacher makes emphasis on language rather than content, as he provides scaffolding 
before doing the activity. This serves as a good example of alternation between focus on subject 
content and language use, described in the CLIL theory. There was no such alternation in the 
music materials, which evidence a clear predominance of content over language.  
 Introduction stage, possible Lesson 2: 
As we can see in the Moodle guide, the two initial stages overlap with each other. It was 
hard for us to tell which of the activities do really belong to the Activation stage or the 
Introduction stage because everything would depend of the number of lessons devoted to teach 
these materials. For the second stage, we chose the ‘Student - vocabulary key words’ activity and 
the fill-in-the-gaps lyrics activity, as the first one would serve as a revision of the vocabulary 
introduced in the activation stage and the second would finish the lesson. When providing the 
materials, the teacher gives several links where students could extract the information for the 
vocabulary activity. One of the links is ‘Herramientas en inglés’, which introduces the vocabulary 
of a technology class, the one we suggested in the previous stage, or the Cambridge Dictionary 
to search for definition. In addition, the teacher again provides with some scaffolding in form of 
examples, ‘Propuesta uso vocabulario de clase-Descripción’, so students can fill in their own 
list. This evidence the blurring line that cannot really divide this stage from the previous. 
We also consider that the two videos, ‘Paper is not dead’ and ‘What are you ‘sinking’ 
about?’ could be included in this lesson in order to foster debate. Again, this would depend of the 
teacher preference and timing. Overall, this stage also has very low demand in all three 
dimensions. If we were to create a debate based on the videos, the linguistic demand would 
increase, however we think there is a lack of specific content related to technology in them, which 
is not necessarily a bad point. As we had commented in our theoretical framework, CLIL lessons 
are not only about the subject, but also the language. The two videos can be a good tool to 






 Complication stage, possible Lesson 3: 
As Ball et al (2015) state, the complication stage should be the longest one in time due to 
its complexity; main concepts and theories are acquired during this stage. However, in the 
materials provided we also found it quite difficult to consider any material purely from the 
complication stage. We have decided to include the word stress activity, the classroom 
expressions activity and the guidance for a technical analysis in this stage as they introduce new 
concepts and also because the technical analysis is the activity which would require more time to 
conclude. The dimension relation starts to differ, the conceptual demand becomes medium as they 
have to use the vocabulary learnt previously, the procedural also stays medium as the have to 
follow the steps on how to write a technical analysis, and the linguistic demand becomes high, as 
the activity itself requires a specific language use and accuracy. 
 Synthesis stage, possible Lesson 4: 
‘Vocabulary: describing tools with sounds’ activity and the crossword seem low in 
procedural and linguistic demand as the definition for the tools in the crossword may be given 
though sounds rather than descriptions. Due to this, we have considered these materials to be part 
of the synthesis stage because it provides a general revision of the previously taught content and, 
as the main content was vocabulary, the revision can be done through a crossword.  
We find this stage quite short, however we do understand this as the students may be doing 
their main project –the technical report– at the same time in class after the introductory activities, 
as the guide of the technical report states in page 2 point 5 ‘You will dispose two classroom 
sessions for elaborating it’. This final project can be considered not only part of the complication 
stage, but also it becomes the assessment tool for the next stage. 
 Assessment and Feedback stages, possible Lesson 5: 
Both stages are closely related because the guide to elaborating the technical report says in 
page 2 point 4 ‘A session will be devoted to show the works in public through projection in the 
classroom and defense of the student. The exercises will be graded and the most suitable ones 
will be selected and incorporated to the classroom consultation material’. Both stages are clear 
and correlated; the only aspect we are missing is the evaluation tool. The teacher has not provided 
with any evaluation chart or checklist with the criteria that would back the students’ marks.   
The assessment stage is defined by a high demand in the conceptual and linguistic 
dimensions, which the final project seems to follow as they have to give a detailed description of 





overload the students. In this case it is probably a medium demand as there are several instruction 
to do the report: ‘a. Personal identification, b. One or two pictures of the object, c. A sketch of 
the object with general measures, d. A detailed technical analysis of the object following the 
detailed instruccions we saw before’. Regarding the feedback stage, as we have no evaluation 
tool to analyse, we cannot establish the dimension relation; however, we think that there should 
be a balance between the three dimension, as CLIL theory recommends, because to achieve a 
certain competence students need to do something with the learnt language and concepts. 
Overall, we think that by creating your own materials, a teacher can be more flexible to 
decide when he/she wants to emphasise language teaching or content teaching. This allows to fit 
better into the students’ needs, work with any type of gaps (either linguistic or conceptual) and to 
make the subject more approachable. In addition, the use of hyperlinks and extra materials at the 
beginning Unit can lower the anxiety levels of the students, who are facing this subject for the 
first time, as it makes it seem like the important is not memorizing but the investigation and 
learning processes. In spite of fearing that this Unit was going to be too simple regarding content, 
the teacher has added a specialized task, the technical report, what supports the idea that this 























Table with collected data from analysis based on the 






Legend: 0: doesn’t appear, - : appears rarely,    : present 
 
 1. Ball’s 
(2016) five 
stages 
2. Negotiation of 
meaning (gaps) 
(Ellis, 2003) 










5. Oriented to real-
world processes of 
language 
(Ellis, 2003) 
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Suggestion of Reorganized music materials from Unit 1, 
Listen, Play, Create – I 
 
 Activation stage: 
 
 
 Introduction stage, text from part 1: 
Possible instruction to combine all reading comprehension activities together: ‘Try answering 










Activity 10: To improve the activity we suggest the following instruction: ‘Work in pairs. Each 
of you have to write three sentences, one false and two true, based on the information from the 
text. Then, read the sentences to each other and try to find the false one. 





 Complication stage, texts from part 2: 
Possible instruction to combine all reading comprehension activities together: ‘Try answering 








Activity 11: instruction adaptation was extracted from the Suggestions for improvement section 
in the music materials: ‘Work with a partner. Your partner closes the book. Read some of the 
sentences below aloud with the gaps provided. Your partner has to say the correct words to 
complete the sentence. If he/she gets them wrong, assess him with the correct information from 
the text’. Examples of sentences with gaps for student to read: 
-Women have higher voices because their  are smaller. 
-The  is the number of vibrations  . 
-Generally, small instruments produce  _ and big instruments produce  . 
-The pitch refers to  . It depend on the  . 
-Frequencies lower than 20 vibrations are called  . 
-Frequencies higher than 20,000 vibrations are called  . 




















Activity 23: According to the Suggestions for improvement section, this activity could be 
adapted the following way: ‘Work with a partner. Look at the dynamics and think of a sound 
you associate to each of them. Set you own order, make the corresponding sound and your 











Activity 28: Based on the Suggestions for improvement section, we propose the following 
instruction for this activity: ‘Work with a partner, you are going to do a crossword. Look at the 
text you have read earlier. Select ten items of vocabulary. Write the definitions for your words. 







 Practice section ‘Listen and Create’, also included in the Complication stage, which 



























































Technology materials in order of appearance in the 


































































CLASSROOM OBJECTS – EXCERCISE 
Classroom objects 
Naming Classroom objects 
If you turn the page over, you will see a list of objects you can usually find in your 
classroom. 
What do you call those objects?  Work in pairs and with the clues given to you in the Power 
Point presentation find every object’s name. 
Describing how things work 
Work in pairs.  Point to one of the classroom objects and ask your partner what it is for.  Then 
ask your partner how it works. 
- What’s this for? 
o It’s for … + -ing 
o It’s used for … + -ing 
o It’s a device/instrument for …+ ing 
- Oh, I see.  What do you call it? 
It’s a… 
Crossword: Classroom objects 
Instructions: 
You have half of a crossword.  Taking turns with your partner you must find the missing 
words.  You have to make questions similar to: 
- “What’s 1 down?” 
- “What’s 5 across?” 
Your partner will explain the word.  When you know the word, you must say: 
- “Oh, I see!” 
Do not say the word out loud.  If you cannot understand what the word is, say to your 
partner: 



























































































































CLASSROOM OBJECTS AND DEFINITIONS 
 
1.-HOLE PUNCHER 
It is used to make a hole in your paper. 
  It is an object for making a hole in a paper. 
 
2.-STAPLER 
The documents are held together by this object. 
 It is used to staple multiple sheets. 
 You can staple multiple sheets using this object. 
 
3.-POCKET CALCULATOR 
It is an instrument for do math. 
It is a device to do math operations. 
It is used for doing mathematical operations.  
 
4.-RULER 
It is an object for measuring small objects. 
It is used for guiding your pen or pencil on your notebook. 
 
5.- SCISSORS (pair of scissors) 
It is an object used for cutting soft materials 
You can use this device for cutting paper, canvas (or fabric) or 
another soft materials. 
 
6.- SELLOTAPE 
 It is used to hold a paper with another one. 
 It is a tape coated with glue to stick a piece of paper to another 







 It is a small object to hold some papers together. 
 It is a small iron device to hold multiple sheets. 
 
8.-NOTEBOOK 
 A notebook is used for writing in an orderly way. 
 It is for keeping some papers together. 
 
9.-SHARPENER 
 It is an object  to sharpen a pencil. 
 It is for sharpening a pencil. 
 
10.-RING BINDER  
 You can keep all your papers together in this object.  
 It is used for keeping your papers  together. 
 
11.-PLASTIC FILES 
 It is a transparent case for keeping your papers in an orderly way. 
 It is used for keeping your papers( or a dossier)   in the same place. 
 
12.-PAPER FILE 
 It is a carton case for keeping your papers together. 
 It is a cardboard folder for keeping your papers  together. 
 
13.- TEACHER´S DESK 
 It is a table in the classroom for the teacher. 
 It is a table used for the teacher in the classroom. 
 
14.- DATA PROJECTOR. 
 It is an expensive device for projecting films and slides on the screen. 







 It is used for writing with ink on the paper. 
It is a simple object for writing with ink on the paper. 
 
16.-ERASER  
It is an instrument for erasing what you have written with a pencil. 
It is a small object used for erasing. 
 
17.- CORRECTION FLUID 
 It is a white liquid used for covering a text or a drawing part if you 
made a mistake. 
If you are writing with a pen and you make a mistake you can correct it using 
a correction fluid. 
 
18.-HIGHLIGHTER PEN 
 It is a writing instrument used for highlighting a part of a phrase. 
 It is used for highlighting a part of a phrase. 
 
19.-PENCIL 
 It is a writing instrument made of wood and graphite. 
 It is an object used for writing that you can erase easily. 
 
20.-COMPASS 
 It is a writing instrument used for drawing circles. 
 It is for drawing circles easily. 
 
21.-AGENDA BOOK 
It  is a notebook used for keeping  a list of things to do, appointments, 
homework, etc. 







 It is a traditional writing instrument used for drawing on the blackboard. 




It is an object used for erasing easily on the blackboard. 
 
24.-BOARD PEN 
It is a object used for writing on the whiteboard. 
 
25.-SQUARED PAPER 
It is a kind of paper made with horizontal and vertical lines forming squares. 
 
26.-SCRAP PAPER 
Loose sheets of paper, often used for writing notes on. 
 
27.-GLUE STICK 




It is a small bag often used at school for holding pens, pencils,etc 
 
29.-CLASSROOM CUPBOARD 
 It is used for storing  classroom objects  
  
30.- SCREEN 
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SONG ‘WORD DON’T COME EASY’ LYRICS ACTIVITY 
Words 
F. R. David 
Words don't ……………… to me 
How can ………… a way to make you see …………. you 
Words ………. come easy 
Words don't come easy to me 
This is ……………. for me to say I ………. you 
…………… don't come easy 
Well, I'm just a …….. man 
…………….are so far ………… friend 
But my words are ………………. wrong 
Girl, I ………….my heart to you and 
Hope that you ……………it's true 'cause 
Words don't come easy to me 
How can I find a way ………………….. I love you 
Words don't…………… easy 
This …………… a simple song 
That I've made for you …………………… 
There's no …………. meaning you know when I 
When I say I love you …………….. 
Please believe I really do 'cause 
Words ……. come easy to me 
How can I find a way ………………….. I love you 
Words don't …………..easy 
It isn't …………..words don't come easy 
Words …….. come easy to me 
How can I find a way ……………………. I love you 
Words don't ……………easy 
………..come easy to me 
This is the ……………. for me to say I ……… you 
Words don't …………easy 
Words ………………… easy 
Autores de la canción: Tommy Boyce / Bobby Hart 














Theoretical document to guide the technical analysis of objects. 
It is accompanied by the example document on the technical analysis of aclothes peg 
discussed in class. 
 
DEVELOPMENT 
Technical analyis is a procedure used in technology which you carry out to study 
an object in different aspects. Thus, we can divide a technological analysis in paragraphs 
that appear below 
 
1. Anatomical analysis 
a. Is it a simple or compound object? Do many pieces make up the object? 
b. Is it  small or , on the contrary ,  is it large? 
c. Why does it have that shape and dimensions? 
d. Why does it have that color? 
 
2. Functional analysis 
a. What is the main function of the object? 
b. What secondary applications does it offer? 
c. How do you handle the object? 
d. How is it controlled? 
e. What protections and security measures are incorporated? 
f. Within what limits can it work? 
g. What type of energy does it use? 
 
3. Tecnical analysis. 
a. What materials is it made of? Are they the most appropriate? Why have these materials 
been used and not others? 
b. What parts make up the object? How are they  placed relative to each other? 
c. What technologies are involved in its elaboration? 
d. Has it been built by hand or with machines? What techniques and tools have been used 
in its manufacture? 
e. Does it meet rules and market standards? 
 
4. Economic Analysis 
a. What is the price of the object? 
b.  Is this price appropriate when you compare it with other objects that perform the same 
function? 
c.  Is it recyclable? What energy does it use? How are they eliminated? 
 
5. Sociological analysis 





b. Who uses it? 
c. Did another object solve the same problem before?  
 
 
6. Esthetic analysis  
a. Is its size the right one? 
b. What sensations does its appearance cause? 
c. Where is it going to be placed? 




1. Choose a daily object to do a complete technical analysis 
2. You must carry out a report. This report mustn´t have more than four sheets. 
3. Your report will include. 
a. Personal identification. 
b. One or two pictures of the object. 
c. A sketch of the object with general measures. 
d.  A detailed technical analysis of the object following the detailed instruccions 
we saw before. 
e. You can elaborate your report by hand and submit your report in PDF format 
throught the moodle digital platform. 
4. A session will be devoted to show the works in  public through projection in the 
classroom and defense of the student. The exercises will be graded and the most suitable 
ones will be selected and  incorporated to the  classroom consultation material. 
5. You will dispose two classroom sesions for elaborating it and finally you will complet 
it at home if you need more time. 
Deadline: October 15, 2017. 
  
 
 
